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Abstract 
-* 
Administrative characteristics for 301 nationally representative” 


institutions are related to faculty support ‘of activism (in attitude ‘and 


in behavior) and indicate that faculty may provide the link between the 


incidence of campus unrest and institutional characteristics, independent 


' of student body attributgs. The consistently observed relationship hetween 


; BP <r : i tN : 
institutional quality measures and the incidence of unrest is considered if? 


‘yelation to faculty as well aS student attributes. The results ‘are dis-, 


“ 
cussed in terms of a curnently employed model for a program of research on 


, . 


campus unrest which éncompasses the totality of factors, both _endogeneous 


and SROBENGOUE which contribute to the incidence of protest. Alternative ; 


a - 
‘ 


hypotheses of the #impact' of faculty | on campus unrest are considered, addi- 


tional yecessary research on the role of faculty is- spot pied: and other 
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-. A aubEcanesat: number of ‘empirical studies on campus unrest have ‘appeared 
in the literature in recetit years.’ unlap (1969), in his comprehensive bibli- 
ography of, such Studies, indicates, that € the ‘eavenalaiing najority have focused, 
‘on: "he soctal and psyeiological characteristics gop es activists, ‘though 
a few: (Bayer and Astin, hid ‘Scott and El-Assal, 19695: ‘Hodgkineon, 1970) have 
‘dealt with the institution’ s administrative characteristics fe r., type, con- 
trol, size, selectivity; location) antL 4 few (Sasajima, Davis, - and Peterson, 
— ©1968; Astin, 1968b) Sieh reat: attributas as assessed are s (1963) 
Cqllege and lac Environmental spac (CUES) . and +g Katto! s (1968a) In- 
-ventory OF College Activities (ICA). Current research has: ‘drawn on the 
results. of these qariier studies in order toi ascertain to’ what extent charae- 
atid ation: of the student body explain the obgerved relationships between in-" st 
ondence aeusbiets unrest and institutional administrative and environbental “a 
characteristics (Astin, 1970; Astin and Bayer, 19715 Kahn and Bowers, 1970). ° a 
The conclusion from these studies is that Serbah Diettuerondt characteristics, 
o | tndepehttedt of stedaaé ers are consistently’ related to Panes ESBS S 
There is, however, no immediately obvious Supbasatien as to why, for ex= . 
ample, universities, large institutions, dnd -cabldie cel legen seit lanes, more 
‘unrest than would be, pebhpen tes on the basis of the characteristics of their %. 


. 


students. ‘tte ‘such instétutions may provide a physical Structure: ceddueive 


s, 
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lohis research was supported by Grant 1 R12 MH17, 084-03 from the National 
Institute of Mental Health. Faculty data were derived from a study which was 
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the Carnegie Commission and the United States Office of Education, Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. The opinions, expressed in this publication 
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“to, unrest; ° it is ee feasible that. the ‘explanation lies with thé types of ; 


" persons, other,-than students, “yho- are part of the Beatlemke community and with 


* the kind of, environment: they tend to fodter or aiid, Either the administrators 


e, 
at such institutions cl éxercise their authority” im a way which is conducive 


re incidents of campus untest, or such institutions may attract faculty wlio’, 


play an instrumental - ot catalytic role,+ In several’ sections of the recent 


. report of the President's Commission on Campus Uriregt (1970), ‘both the faculty . 
. ¥ 
‘and administrators are noted’ to.act ina manner which may be cotyucive to 


unrest and: which mikiatit foster. campus politicization," In the report; faculty 


are regarded as playing a dual role: some give support. and provide leader- | 


ship for activists} others sie ta to unrest through neglect of their varied 
3 
roles and veupausiniiietes as members of the campus community. On the basis 


of recent,-hearings béfore the House Special Subcommittee on Education, Cong¥ess- 


: woman Edith Green (1970) also reports that faeulty are alleged to be the e 


- members of, the campus community who provide the impetus and who largely sustain 
activist movemepts. But little empirical evidence exists to support -- or | 


refute -- such allegations. This’ paper is one of a series of PeppEts to deal 


with the question of ithe faculty role in campus unrest (see also Boruch, 1969; 


Boruch, 1970; Wayer, 1970a). “It is of an BEPAGEBEOEY peue vestacias insti- 
— \ ‘ 
tutional dhavactartetios to faculty approval: of ene activism and faculty -, 


vpattted gation in campus ‘unrest. ~~ 
o 
‘ 


_ A Model for Campus Unrest Research ; 


e ¢ 


The American Couneit on Education (ACE) © =P cutrently undertaking Hie 


three-year resdarch program on ae unrest a nner supported by the 


» > 
Nat Zon al Institute of Mental Health. Its framework _e not student unrest but 


rather campus unrest; it encompasses the totality of seneauneeurs factors, 


= 


Ve. “e 


E 


unrest. + | Addtttonalty, the research progran isffocused on the impact” or con- 


" the college’ campus ¢ «- is viewed as the endogeneous determinant of unrest. The 


. for athe sonekortuss as well,. Most particdlarly, it dbee dor|vtomntsice 


several-other plaiesbie alternatives could be hypothesiged, - * : 


either on institutional. characteristics (or on the student, this) model calls 


rete at as ary ie raiialos. for sec state sy slative 


\ y .. i , ; if ‘ ew es 


bath endogeneous and exogeneous, which contribute to the incidence’ of campus | 


2 


; oe 
sequences of campus unrest. “as well as oak causes or antecedents.” TP 


“inatyeie of” campus unrest ig’ based’ on a’ view. of hightr eduéation asa. 


systent of interacting components. ‘as shox in Figure 1. \the institutional 


. 


environment, -- the sum of the structures, functions; ‘and aicuve hat shake up: 


administzative structure ofmthe, Anseitutt$n; ‘the: characteristics and roles of 


4 Pe 


the students, faculty, pam oneEee ets and ‘trustee's; and the exogeneous 
‘ ‘ ' Vs 
“factors whith sa aa! to determine the environment, are viewed as antecedent : 


vartables.- The ditectionality and interdc€ions indicated in| Figure 1 show 
‘the #élationships current ly*under investigation inthe ACE research program} 


, =) 


Although, as. mentioned above, most campus unrest reseaich has_ focused 


—- 


» 


education as a closed ‘system. Exogéneous sis aol are censidered to be’ im- 
‘ ‘ AN 


focus of Santis unrest. a 


To euunyee such a complex ayttci, @ nite research strat gy and methodolo 
is required. Coukeqaently, the Ack veheacch program has elif on. a number 


of data-collecting techniques, including Snsvttuttendl case seudies, intensive 
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Changes, and * 
Consequences 


a» 7 ® = -5- . *\ 
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, interviews, content analysis of newspaper reports, cross-sectional and longi- 
, tudinal ay atoray and referéncé to a large’ mnber of secondary sources, These 
AY 


data are meee being combined in various ways to assesa fhe different links 
2. 


~ shown in the: research model. . This exploratory paper assesses the relation- 
« y 
ship. between institutional, ,aata dérived from Secondary sources and recent 


Faculty survey data on SS of campus activism and involvement in “campus : 


“Garest. Projected future etidias” in this series will pidbe. more deeply into: 


the cofielates of faculty activism and into the Soke of adminiStrators and 
‘trustees, and of persqné. who are Rot members of the campus community iipeos & 
| fesoiinal activists," the polteé, the ‘ i and aid 
s se (es ¥ Pa 
aa a : a wee Y * ie < 
‘ S 3 The a aoe He Bioge & oes 7 cae » Data Bo urces “Sie 3 U = 
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ee 
Data from ‘the 1969. pele ‘hat onal 1 sie 100, 000 college and ’ 


“ 
ae 
el intigiggty faculty (see Bayer, 1970a) were: matched, wath the, ACE master file of 
‘ “institutional “characteristics (see Creager - and sell, 1969). ; ‘The merging "of. 

ea two: ‘soutees: nebula in: a file oe 301: séaple institutions ae which data, 


were available on all primary institutional administrative Ea on ~ 


institutionally aggregated faculty data regarding. signe in A ac unrest 
and approval of mk, oe ee oer : 
"Institutional, Measures Bn. 


a "twenty, institutional variables, sg of which Rave been shown in pre- 


shen te 


<e vious research Say be related to the inc nce of campus unrest, were selected 


a whese instit¢tions were walenkadin on the. aed y of a differential baits 

-random sampling: ‘design (see Creager, 1968), Universities, for, example, ‘are 

"“delibetately opersattpled ;. two-year: colleges are underrepresented. Consequently, 

the. sample of 301 institutions employed iff this paper for regression purposes 

is not entirely representative of the population of institutions, although it is 
‘s reasonably representative for purposes—of-correlatéonal. analyses insofar as the 

diversity, of the institutions is maintained, and their characteristics atevonly . 
ag atrenely slain sais rE | a etet paris in the total papal eta. 


’ . i = ze 
is Ne 


. ie : 
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ee 
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for analysis, Included are fifteen dichotomous measures based on the following 


- 


| variables: level (two-year, Bauryean, university) ; type: (libéral arts, 


- teachers c@llege,. econnalapical ys race .(a: Sing tendichetomots vartable indica- 


ae 


ane whether or not the iciegtian is predominantly ee control ' (public, 
* private-nonsectarian, Catholic, Protestant) ; ‘and seoptaphit region (Northeast, 
Southeast, Midwest, and West). The RULE five i i variables-were , 


also used: size (coded dbo eight enrolment categories), pened Ph. D.s on 
os x ¢ 
faculty; size of library (rhumber of volumes, éeded into eleven categories) 5 
Ce) cae a m 
affluénce (total: revenues in dollars per Hadent: coded into nine categories); 


bal «ay 


and selectivity . (median student body score on the National Merit Scholarship 


Qualifying Test - NMSQT - or equivalgnt, coded into seven categories). (See 


A, * 


Creager and Sell, 1969, for further specification of the measures, the ee : 


.. gories, and data sources.) 
ry 7 


Faculty ues eurce _ ‘ cy 


84 i 


The March 1969 national survey of college and university “faculty” included 
a “number of attitudinal and behavioral items relating to campus | unrest. 
Reapdhadartniteated ghee: nationally, more than two-fifths. (42.1 percent) of 
faculty generally approved of ‘the dinsponcé oe -wadtenl student activism, 


; and 7.9 percent had openly supported or actually participated in a recent 


campus. senonas parton (Bayer, 1970a, Ps 21) 
- (eae Se 
* These item. responses were ageregated by institution, and four measures 


“were derived, the first two are measures of pabiley activism: 
1. . Absolute nymbe r of faculty member s within the institution “— had 
. o” 
played an active role in a recent demonstration (i.e., helped to 


> 


mee a 
plan or,organize, joined in, or openly supported the incident). 
2. Proportion of avi faculty at the institution who had played an - |. . 


active role ina recept demonstration, fs ai , 
ry : gs ae: 3 ie 


. . ws ties : ij 


J < 7 - sce B , : 
* 3 ‘ : al 


The second two are measures of faculty approval of student activism: ~° 


Bs 
4 


’ 


Absolute number éf faculty members’ witha the institution who 
———— 


stated that they "unreservedly approve," or “approve with reser- 


vations" the "emergence of radical student activism in recent year ea 


Proportion’ of all factilines at ‘Bie institution who expressed approval ; 


a 


of the: emergence of student aereean 


The absolute number of faculty ‘hie arfe involved in or r approve of campus 


activism is, of course, iaiis: eeeaees with Anstitutional ‘size. However, 


such a metric is.necessary for our purposes, since it may be that a "critical 


mass" of activist faculty are instrumetital in giving rise-to campus unrest. 


That is, apenee’ group of faculty may be a necessary (and. sufficient) condi - 
Cae: se. 


tion for provoking an incident of campus unrest, An alternative explanation * 


albeit one that does not rule ‘out the "critical mass" hypothesis, is the 


"saturation" hypothesis: the proportionate number of faculty who approve or 


/ 


A ‘ ‘ : : | 
participate in campus protest is directly related to the intensity and fre- 


quency of campus incidents. Such an index is, by definition, largely independ- 
ic =? ; , i eae é 


ent of institutional size. . |” 


| 


t 


® 


; Consequently, the analyses reported in this paper relate institutional 


‘administrative characteristics to both the absolute and the proportiondte 


numbers of faculty who are supportive of campus activism, either in their 


. 
s 


attitudes or behavior. Future analyses will incorporate the results from 


this sé, "itaadaatehaes ‘date with student data, relating them to measures of 


the institutional environment, and collating these environmental variables 


with information on the incidence and severity of campus unrest, as shown: 


schematically in Figure 1. = 3 


af 


; siniber data for the mudber and proportion of faculty, approving ae. Student 


« 


a ' Results . s 


For ceveetptive purposes, the results for the 301 ernets nny Perane ens were 


i aa statistically weighted so that, the distribution vould sippeowinnte the aise 


: eebbuesen that would be obeetned: if the faculty within the total meee errr of | 
7 if ‘ “" ls 
25 434 U.S. institutions were surveyed. ; - & 
Table 1 shows* the popeeeten counts of the number and oo of in- 


_stigutions with selected characteristics by the number and proportion of ; bg 


cae faculty: who played an activetrole: “th campus Rrotest incidents. Table 2» shows - 


activism. A summary of the result from these tables: is itemized below: } 
1. Faculty support of activism (in: attitude and in Paiavtor) is higher - 
r . in universities than tite either four-year’ or-two-year colleges. | 
2. “Baeuley suppgrt of activism. is general ly sil in the rechnological | 
: . aren chen in the remaining sisinituktok of institutions; a greater 
pemananeren of liberal‘ arts college faculty support metvlen, . . %y 
“oe 3. ‘sPredominantly black institutions bins Si toneitiat anatiieg number . 
‘“¥ bu a slightly higher: proportion of faculty who support activism 
that do predominantly wh&te institutions: 


@ 


‘ 4, Roman catholic and Protesgant institutions hohe less faculty support | 
@ of activism ans do the priyate-nonsectarian institutions. 
‘ ° { 
5 Pieuity soerele ae activism is. generally lower in Southeastern and 
i Midwestern institutions than in either Northeastern or Western 
schools, “ %. 
. . , Xe : has 
6. They larger the institutional enrollment, the greater the faculty 
es ) support of activism © . | ; a 


7. The higher the institutional quality (based on any 9 ‘the four 


ry 


2 These population weights are derived ‘by senate the ratio of institu- 7 
tions in ‘the. population to sample counts, within éach stratification cell (see ~ 
Bayer, 1970a). These weights were euerided: to the nearest “Whole auRber and 
applied as a mltiplier of the sample counts. 

4 ! ‘ 
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: All scores converted to equivalent NMSQT score. 
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Table 1 ’ . ma 


Absolute and Proportionate Numbers of Faculty : Be vay Po 
_Who Play an Active Protest Role, by Selected Institutional Sharacteristics |. Se 
(Weighted national estimates for population of U.S: institutions)’ 


BAe 


Institutional Number of Institutions With: 


Variables -. , _+ Nunbor of Activist Faculty Proportion of Activist, Fault oa 
2 or Fewer 3 to 10 11 or more 1 or less 1N to 4.07 4. 17, or more 

Beye pice ee ee ee i : 

LEVEL 5 pre ag! oh ‘ : . : 
Two-year ; 713° 84.1115 13.6 20, 2.4 585 69.0 167 19.7 96 11.3 . er 
Four-year. . 663 52.0 403 31.6 209 16.4 293 23,0 311 24.4 671 52.6 Fes 
University ‘ ‘17 «5.5 ° AS, 13.8 251 80,7" 17 5.5+ 81 26,0.°219 68,5 ‘ 

TYPE she ee oe ee : 

Libéral Arts 480 50.0 329 34.3 151. 15.7 -178 18,5 217, 22.6. 565 58.9 
Teachtrs' College | 107.62.6 26 15.2 38 22.2 40 23.4 70 40.9 61 35.7, 
sechictostcat . 28 46.7: 23 38.3 9 15.0 27 45.0 ,24 40.0 9 15.0 ao: 

RACE’ : a , - a gees 
 Bradontuiieay .black 49 50.0 42 42.9 7 7.1 O° O.0 42 42.9 56 S7.r 7 
Predowtinantly white As ane 57.5: ‘SU9' 22.2 473: 20,2 895° 38.3 517 22.1 924 39.6 © 5 

CONTROL : y iS 4 
Public 592 Sly 3 249 21.6 314 27.2 393 34.0 362 31.3 400 34.6 

| Private-nonsectarian 278 52.1 132 24.7, 124 23.2 152 28.5 95 17.8 2867 53.7 ' 
‘Catholic’ 210 67.3 90 28.8 Zs 3.8 168 53.8 30 9.6 114 36.5 ' 

Other. sectarian : : - ; — 
(Protestant) 313. 72.3 90 20.8 30 6.9 182 42.0 72 10% 179 41.3 ; 

REGION rt o .. . 
Northeast. 369 56.2 128° 19.5 160 24.4 204 31.1 149 22.7 304 46.3 
Southeast ts 303 58.3 132 25,4 ©5 16,3 182 35.0 148 28.5 ‘190 36.5 Pee 
Midwest 512 65.7 176 22.6 91 11.7 349 44.8 158 20.3 272 34.9 
West ' 209 43.7 125 26.2 144 30.1160 33/5 104 21.8 214 44.8 
Under 2,500 1,143 72.8 345 22.0 83 5.3 790 50.3 229 14.6 552 35.1 ° : 
2,500 or more 250 ‘29.0 216 25.0.397 46.0 105 12.2 330 38.2 428 49.6 

STAFF a a i 


Under 30% Ph.D. s 1,088 73.0 306 20.5 97 6.5 780 52.3° 349 23.4 362 24.3 
30% or more Ph.D.S ~ 305 32.3 255 27,0 383 40.6 115 12.2 210 22.3 618 65,5 


NO. LIBRARY VOLUMES . . . 


Under 60,000 1,105 80.6 242 17.7 24 1.8 775 56.5 254 18.5 342 24.9 
60,000 or more  - . 288 27.1 319 30.0 456 42.9 120 11:3 305 28.7 638 60.0 
AFFLUENCE? : . . 
Under §2,000 964 73.5 218 16.6 130 9.9 710 54.1 303 23.1 299 22.8 
$2,000 or more 429 38.2 343 30.6 350 31,2185 16.5. 256 22.8 681 60.7 
SELECTIVITY Se ; ‘ 
Under 105 1,162 71.6 337 20.8 ¥23 7.6°774 47.7 428 26.4 420 25.9 
105 or more 231 28.4 224 27.6 357 44,0 121 "14.9 “131 16.1 560 69.0 
TOTAL, ALL INSTITUTIONS ; 
~~ 1,393 57.2 561 23.0 480 19.7 895 36.8 559 23.0 980 40.3 


‘Total enrollment in 1967. 


brotal revenued in dollars per stydent, . 
“average academic aptitude test score (ACT, SAT, musgr) of anor te entrants. . 


. 


- . . 


. eh: & 


* 


Absolute and Proportionate Nu 


ber 
“a 


a 


Institutional. 


253° 21.9 508 
Privatefnonsectarian 87 16.3 347 
% , 122 39.1 177 
* @o 37.0 251 
A - 172. 26.2 332 
e+ 10° 21.2 317 
253 32.5 410 
87 18.2 224 
622 «39.6 915 
ta? 0 0.0 368 
nder 30% Ph.D.s 5633718 839 
02 or more Ph.D.s . 59 6.3 444 
NQ. LIBRARY VOLUMES : 
Under 60,000 + 613 44.7 744 
60,00@ or more 9 0/8 539 
b ry « 
FIUENCE - 
Under $2,000 528 2 635 
182; 000 or: more 94 8.4, 648 
ELECTIVITY® 
«| Under 105 580 35,8 883 
105 or nore 42 .5.|2 400 


TOTAL, ALL INSTITUTIONS 
622 


‘* of Radical Activism,’ by Selec 
sWetghhed national ay tes’ fot 


Number fof Faculty Approving 
11-50 51 or more 


Variables m SEs Togs Fewer 
-py’ a N- 
r 
* LEVEL Fs 
“Two-year A 46 52.6 390 
_ Four-year, 176 13.8 890. 
‘University , it 0 0.0. 3 
TYPE - eee TS: 
T.Liberal atts,// . 123 “2,8 723 
Teachers’ Collége: 8,. 4.7 99: 
Technological ~ + 8 13,3 ° 32, 
RACE, , it 
~~ Predominan lyflack 0 0.0 ‘91° 
‘Predomina tly white 622 26.6 1192 


pAb le uw 


fers, Loft’ Paculty Approving af the Emergenpe 
ed Institutional Characteristics 
E- population of U.S. institutions) ' 

. J ‘ 


. 
> 


Peer me 


mene of Institutions With: . 


wow. N h N i N ran N 
“46.0 12 1x4 212 25.9 464 54,7 1 
69.8 209* 16,4 141 11.4 346 27.1 78 
1.0 308 99.0 187. 4,8 110 35.4, 186 
Di € hk oa > Set = in 
75.3 114 1109) . 74 7,7 232 - 24.2. 654 ° 
S759. .64 37.8% 8 67-2 ALS 92 
$3.3 20 33.3 29 ~48,3_ 14 23.3, 17: 
92.9 7 Naa (0 0.0 14 14.3 8a 
51,0 522, 22.3 368 15.8°906 _ 38,8 10628 ~ 
39 12,0 588 are 428 
37. 69 135 25,3" 362 
4915.7 114 36.5 149 
58.0 22 5,1. 143 33.0 83. 19.2 207 ~ 
: . a” * a 5 oe . 
50.5 153-23.3" 79 12,0°231 §35,2 967%, 52 
61.0 93 17.9 . 82 15.8 240 46.2 198 38 
152.6 116 14.9, 115 14,8°274 35.2 390 50 
*46.9 167 34.9, 92 W902" 175 36.6 211 44 
58.234 2.2 326 20.8 $50 35.0 695 . ha.2 
42.6495 57.4 42. 4.9 YO 42.9 451 52 
’ ’ Es . 
56.3 89- 6.0 - 324 21.7 621 ‘41.6 546 | 36 
47.1440 46.7 44 - 4.7 299 31.7 600 / 63 
54.3 14 1.0 325° 23.7607 44.3439 32.1 
50.7 515 48.4 43 4.0313 29.4 707 
i : ‘ a e 
4834 149 11.44°272 20.7 617 47.0 423 
57.8 380 33.9. 96 °8.6 303 27.07 723,“ 
i : é 
54.4159 9.8 328 20.2 683, 42.1 +611 
49.3 370, 45.6 +40 4.9 237 


29.2 535 


7 
68.1 
53,8° 
28.3 


"3701 
47.8 


47.8 


66.5 


32.2 
64.4 
ak 
65.9 


) 


_M 
20.3’ 
61.8 
59.8 


gt 


+ 


Proportion of Fdculty Approving - 
25% or less 25.1-40.0% 40.1% or-more 


adhe 
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. 
P , = 


measures: percenf Ph.D.s_pn the faculty, numberof volumes in the 
- ‘ ff . « F " ' 


; library, ‘institutional revenues’ per student, and median student 
: , 


’ BPRLEREH) s the greater the faculty aleae activism. 
a a 


s 


a _. Table 3. eas a simflarSsummary by pr penting the correlations -be-° 


‘ 


¢ tween the ENS EEE ngl variables ‘and faculty te abe ee although it should be 


me # 
‘- 


pointed out) that ‘sitet bivariate junicrvathons do not adequately reflect: the , 


Z P <y . ‘ . ha 
. , substantial intercorrelations between certain,of the institutional variables. 
f —~ 
alee eevity For. ‘example, a positive correlation with the other* 


/ measures of quality as. “well as with size, nongectarian control, feet in. 
s 5 is 
phe. athe, Northeast, adi university status; it is negatively related to being a. 
“Pig “eo 


Pde _ two-year institution, predominant ly black, located in the Southesat’ tena - 


‘ ‘ wt 
\ 


a . publisty controlled, 


ot - « 


To provide. a more accurate’ picture of the relationships, a series of 


CF 


Y 


sehen miltiple Feresaton analyses were performed, Such procedures a 
& ~ 


se < one to identify all duseiKuetonal variables which contribute de oli. in, 


¢, 


- 


i reducing the residual sum of square): 


— Activism . ee th . a ae 


U 


: “Of the 20 institutional vartablon, only three preves to be wien tineek 


in predicting the. absolute — of faculty who played an active role in a-° 
Treoent Aeqinieeubetieae As enneieds the Wirst “predictor variable to enter one .s 


“s ‘ 
| e v multiple-regression-tquation was institutional atte (Table 4), , Second, sais. 


versity status entered as a strong positive predictor, ,independent of size. ‘Third, 
institutional ‘selectivity was related to the apeeture number of active 


; faculty, These’ three. (amiabise yield a | miitiple R of Ode. 


; em The proportion of faculty within. ai’ institution ‘who play an active role 


Lae “ee ae slits significantly wetted to three of thie 20 ingtitutional 'v variables, i 
’ However, institytional. size and being a univerelty, drop out of the,equation, 
ae a wg i . 
7) . ie ae, : iG 
On F , 
i. * * er eS Le 
: 2 wy 
oe . 
‘s ee ; 18. 


§ Ee ‘ i 
Table 3 . 


Zero-order Correlations of’ Institutional Administrative 


sail i , Characteristics with Faculty Variables’ 
. hd r : + 7 
ees : Number gf Percent of Number of 
Variables , faculty faculty - faguliy 
i JA playing ac- playing ac- approving. 
pe role tive role of} ~ 
” / agtivism 
- 5 , / \ 
~ Level’ 
Two-year * h -.18 m8 7.2% 
/ Four-year J -.38 08 -.47 
/ University’ ° ) 57 ‘ 413. “ .70 
a | 
Liberal arts a ae .18 -.39 
Teachers colleges - | -.07 -.10 = ,07 
Technological -.07 -.13 -.04 
Race (predominantly black) -.08 » 01 -.08 
a Control : 4 ; 
Public. : 29 -.08 ‘35 
PAivate-nonsectarian #05 pi e20 -,06 
‘ Roman Catholic -.16 (>) -.07 -.19 
Other sectarian (Protestant) -. 16 -.07 -.20 
Région —_ 
Northeast wes | “3502 10 -.03 
sh aa | -.01 -.07/]. 7 499 
Midwest | -.02° -.09 .04 
West | .05 04 .07 
: : u- te 
Size’ (enrollment) . +59 oS , Ye: 
Staff (percent Ph.D.s e332 BL -41 
‘ ade 
-, cabrd (numbér of ¥vdlumes) © 44 3 a4. 
Affluence (revenue per student) 0235 1.26 029 
. J é «) * z 
‘ Selectivity (median .student 626 . 33 31 
. aptitude) aie 


as the case,of dichotomous variables, the 
r > .ll(pe .05) 


x 


d Pee ee ee ee, Ae ee 


Percent of 
faculty 
approving 
of , 
activism 


% 
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in the table are point-bisefials. 
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Table 4 
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a Activists 


“To enter 
equation 


157.6 


aS ' ‘Institutional Variables Predicting the Absolute Number of Fa 
‘ ° vs ‘ . 
: mie ‘ ry . | 

te ee jee : . . E -* ‘  Inerease ,... et 4 
Independent Variable Entering Equation’. . Sign - R _ inR K value ’ os 
P . , ; : Fs oe oo : = — 

Res 9 In final 

equation 


: i Step Number 
: . ee eg , ; - = fy 4 a . ; 
a a a a a ne ce 
,e wR 4g 2587 3440 { 31.1 i 
; : 19:6 °° 


¢ ' 
ue hp « “Size. ‘ 
og +4 University 2 ce ae 5625 :), 046°.» 22.6- 
: : ; 9 8 = j r 4 yah, . ay 
“ ‘ ; . = ot By ' : bs 
ea Selectivity. ee ee ee) ee 5.3 
. . . . . ‘ 
af a > 
: wood ° f, ¢ ; rh e td 
= 3.95° = * = i F: > 
pe Bagg FOES gy * Ot Begae 8 BoP ee Ps 
r @ : : ; ® ’ 
. q s : a e 
‘ : : eo t «8 
' é * “i ( , ae 
e 3 Cc 
s . . ee a e . ve 
\ 
20  ¢ 
+s = ne Mias 4 


’ 


a 
- 
. 
‘ 
“ 
» 
* 
’ 
. . 
<P 
? 4 


i % i Oe -l4- + 


) and selectivity remains ahd enters as the highest correlate of this criterion 


.y 


' (Tabi 5). *The second variable entering the equation has to do with college 


type: \being a technological college has a strohg negative relationship with 
’ ‘ . ’ . . - . 
, the criterion, after control for institutional Si Finally, pre- 
“ 9 
_ppeinantly black institutions enter (postedvety) « and, “in combination withthe , 


ct preceding variables, yields a mursipte R of ',40. 


bd Faculty Approval of Student hotivien je es ‘ig ; A. 
a) , om. 


neue - . Twice as many institutional variables enter the a a aaa for 


the faculey approvar" measures as entered le /faculty activism variables, , 


partly because of nA higher baa rates of the former. “Additionally, the 


’ “mult®ple Rs for the comparable equations. are higher in tha dase of ‘the faculty — 


. 


:,, Approval variables, - + wt e , 
As with the analyses shown in Table 4, the first three variables predict- 
ing the absolute number of faculty approving activism are size, university: 


,% 


. 


level, and selectivity” (Table 6). In addition, three other variables -- loca- 


tion in the Midwest, public control, and, affluence -- all enter -as significant 


B. % and, ‘in eli increases the multiple 


oF ae That Midwestern location ~ 


has a positive état ionship with tke criterion is a finding that is not only ae 


a) 
¢ 


new (previous esearch on campus unrest unearthed nd sich connection) but "A 

; *. § ‘ F ' _ 0 | a 
s ‘+ also surprising in view of the American myth about the Midwest as the center of - . 
. . 4 


American conservatism, Evidently, contrary to the folklore, the "heartland 


nak ; . ae. é 
wof the U.S." does contain the potential for substantfal campus activism -- ft 


“least if the absolute numbers of faculty approving of activism is any indica- 

¢ ' 
tor -- once regional differences in institutional size, level, and selectivity 
are considered, - aa ae - - 


The variables associated with the proportion of faculty approving acti- 


vism are somewhat different, The percent of Ph.D.s on the staff is-most 


’ 


; Table 5 


; ; , ate , = . : 
haa . i Sena Variales Predicting the Proportion of Faculty Activists 
| - é 3 . 6 ‘ : : 
} 7 . se 
| ae —— 
| “ ——= 3 — 
| : . ‘ be ‘ = ‘ i s * © 
Mw . Increase, ‘ ay . 
L tg 9 Step Number Independent Variable Entering Equation Sign R °° in Re. F value 3 , 
a s . p | To enter In final m % 
ie ee gi Spe ae at equation § equation 
a . ooo 
P 2 . . ' . 2 Fs ; a = . 
[ie AS 0. git Selectivity ° +. ,399-~“aiee | 86.4 eee * 
; ¢ e : 2 as é 
a gree = ‘Technological car 8 . «eSee< 060 ° 14" ige FO. 
a ’ ‘ \ jos . ry uw. 
: ' : . ‘ Samy wh a 
A ia 4 1 e ac 
‘ Race + . . «405: .015 3 as | a 
. ‘ ts) 
= thes : : 
2. 
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. Ny. = a A 
< f oe 
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Institutional Variables Predicting ¢ the Absolute | Number of Faculty Approving Student Activism 


Te yg 


af a ty a? ee. Increase die ge 
Independent Variable Entering Equation . Sign’ R in R2 value 
. To enter in final. 
- ‘equation = equation . 
University + : ¢.768.  .071 32-6 : _ 44.2 
Selectivity fae oe 10.7 8.1 
Midwest + . (783 009 7.0 9.7 
Public 787,006 4.7 we ee 
i] r -. 
Affluence + .790 006 425 4.5 


> 
e 


Saas 


* 


ae . , = tears 


activism, Dominant anon these variables is salévetuiltys clearly, more 


_ stitutions bring together highly able students in a‘situation in which 


eer: “Sault ; : 
ss ; ss th a 


s 


highly correlated with the percent of faculty within the institution who 


endorse activism jTabte 7). Institutions which emphasize~-liberal arts, those . 


which are under private-nonsectarian control, and those which are predominant- 
ly black have relatively high proportions of faculty who approve of student’ 
activism; institutions located in the Southeast and technological institutions, 


4 


on the other hand, have relatively jlow proportions. As witlt all previous 


analyses, institutional er Sane contributes a positive weight in 


Ene precichios apationy The PESMPEEDE ‘multiple R produced in the pee eene 


of the percent of faculty approving. activism is’.6l. 


- 


In summary, many of the same institutional variables previously found to: 


be. assotiated with the concentration of activist students and with the inci- 


dence of campus unrest are associated with the sbaodute and proportionate 


ox 


niintbets of faculty who are active in campus unrest or Who approve of studenit 


vhorcugh research is needed into the inagitutional environments of the nelitiee" 


Se 


or “high quality" institutions, which are -characterized- by stiff admissions 


policies and (consequently) highly able student. bodies. 


Previous aeuiies which have noted the relationship between institutional 


~———~—-geleet ivityand-unrest -have-offered-two-kinds “of“interpretations s~both~invo] veer 


ing wtuaenee. Hirst, highly selective institutions attract students ‘who are 
“3s "9 2 @ 
more intellectual. and are. therefore presumed, fp be more-aware. and. concerned i 


et 


as 


with politica! issues and with social penbineate, Second, highly ea in- 
hey 

y . , 

have ‘strong academic competition for the first time, The resulting frustra- 


tion is considered to be channeled into activist behavior. The current data 


XO 
’ Tablé .7 vi 
Institutional Variables Predicting the Proportion of Faculty Approving Student Activism a 
: f ¢ t * : > , rv 
% 
Ps ‘ ‘ .! Increase rn ‘ 
Step Number . Independent Variable Entering Equation Sign R in R’ : F value 
2 to . . ost To enter In final 
~é Pe Ae equation equation —, 
¥ D oe 4 . se ) 
i \ Percent Ph.D. + .391 = .153 53.8 6.3 
2 Liberal Arts + 475 4073 ~ 28.0 r 11.8 ‘ 
' : . ' 
o 
3 Private-nonsectarian . + woll -036 14.4 5.0 , 
‘ e ’ -) 
he Race ‘ "539° 029 1g32 ae 
oe ' s * ; ry < 
5 . Southeast .567 030° 13,2 Att 
6 . Selectivity _ : ? - + 584 .020 8.8 15.7 
Z sie : % a 4 ; 
prey . Technological .607 .026 . 12,8 12.8 
4 P ‘ 
. * : , ‘ iD — 
Egg. = 2978 Egg = Sete 2 ggg © et . 
2 : Ss; A j = ‘ . . 


; ‘ 
_ and support, to campus unrest and protest. Third, high quality faculty tend Bie 


_ imeidence 6f unrest (Astin and Bayer, 1971). 
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7 


suggest a’ third interpretatfon: highly selective institutions tend to attract 
and recruit saan who are supportive of Sompite activism, (both in attitude 
cand behiaten) and who may therefore, weovide a climate in which giydent acti- 
vis is stimulated. It is, ety that all three of thege" peccernets ‘contribute 
fo" more make at the higher duality institutions, — 

! ee measure bf institutional -quality -- the percent Phen. on the ; 


staff \-- also entered’ the preatenive equation, for faculty, approval of student 


activi} m. this vertente -- a more direct measere of ‘Staff epeher than stu- 


-,dent quality -- has. aio been velaned to the incidence of unrest, (Roduiebnaons 


~ 


1970). This result, therefore, suggests that faculty. may ‘Play a series of - -inter= 


active roles in campus ‘unrest. First, high quality, faculty offer significant 


¢ a 4 , 


approval: to the emergence of activism. Second, “these faculty are more likely ° | oe 


+ f 


to be in settings which attract graduate students; who may. provide, leadership Lee 


to be more’ oriented to their. profession and to research tather than to their 


institution, to teaching, .and to their students, Indeed, there ig a negative 
: a re 


; relationship: between students’ assessments of the degree of concern for the 


individual at their institution and the degree of faculty quality. as measured 


con th¢ traditional bases of degree level, the "name" of the institution award- 
. co 


ing the degree, currency ‘with one's field, , esearch activity, and number of 


publicettons-(Beyer,-1970b) -—the-result-4s.the-posstble-creation-of-an-tne 


’ 


stitutional environment wherein there is little regard for individualized 


¢ 


attention to students, a lack of involvement’ in the classroom, an absence of 
student-teacher contact, and little subjective cohesiveness among those in the 


academic community -- all of which have been. shown to be related to the 


t 
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With respect to the absolute numbers of faculty who either actively par- 


ticipate in campus unrest or express approval of student activism, size (not 


Sour pri singly) is the strongest correlate. University status and Selectivity 


But when we® 


“ea, are the next most potent predictors, after control for size. 


28 ' consider propor ion of fecuteyy the picture gianieed: although “the institution’ s 


selectivity remains an impor tant predictor, its being a university deco out 
* 

of the “equation complétely, MAE makes this finding varkioulwely, preeeae 

4 


= that previous research pee tididatied that campus unrest is ae more likely 
* 


a -ly, we must now — the ere that/ universities do not have an ree -) 


dinate concentration of activist faculty 


ferences are taken into account. In short, t 


, Ee 


seems to hve tore validity than Phe "saturation" nbenenieeda: If, infeed, 


* 


, 
faculty play some instrumental role in promoting campus unrest, they 


be necessary to have only a relatively small number of faculty, bt 
\ " 


enough to form a critical mass, rather than a barge proportion. / 


ghomolies as is generally 
i tee eee & Seed setae 


protest in this region. In contrast to the Midwest, the Southeast, which 


a regional differences in the incidence of ‘unrest. If we again Assume 


ag os 
Ener aculty may play some catalytic: or instrumental role, then it is lana 


ad 


_ the activist movement, and incidence of campus protest, -A number of institu- 
tional characteristics associated with faculty attitudes and 
respect to campus , activism are the same as those associated | 


*. 


SERELORAERY independent | of atudent atELE NEES, “ Assuming tha e Rheee instito~- 


"Future BuBLYSE s: employing the Ace model see: research on campus unrest, 
me will ingorporate additional ‘£nculty take study the /interaction of faculty 


‘variables with student attributes and with admin ‘erative characteristics, and 


ee 


 ietete all these nee renee they cnasetcute the institutional environment, 


to thé iricidence and severity of. campus unrest./ If it is shown that the fac- i‘ 


eeeereop he rete 
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encourage faculty who are themselves activists or who approve of activism. 


Its converse is that other institutions attract or recruit faculty who are 


more conservative'or passive and, if by some chance, more liberal and activist 
faculty are o empinyed, ehey are ineffectual in fostering vicar or, they do 


. ‘not stay at the institution very long, or they either Bienes their attitudes 


somewhat or suppress them. The results suggest that further eenaavch should ° 


be done on the following questions: 


— 


Ch 


: 1. What Bee a professional attributes of faculty are @ associated 


with sckivint attitudes and behavior? + ‘ ‘i 
2." 7 do faculty with "activist traits" become affiliated with par- 


ticula® types of institutions? ‘ s 


3. How do _they aad the institutional environments at these colleges? 


; 


4 How do these ere traits interact’ with student traits to¢produce 
* 
al ingtitutional environments which are conductive kes. cea satin “unrest? 
: Je - 7 ‘ 4 
5., How are these institutional environments which are created by the 


dynamic relationship between students and faculty related to insti- 


. 


:tutional type, location, and quality? y 
a. lf faculty do play a i.major role in fostering incidents of campus 


unrest, are only a few such jndtigtitualip* taceniazy and sufficient : 
“to form_a "critical mass" -giving rise to protést. incidents, or is 


the incidence and severity of protest more irectly linked to the 


ethos created by the proportionate degree of ‘faculty support and 


_involvement within an institution? 


7. How do faculty attributes and faculty support of activism tend to 


alter the, course of unrest dr mediate the impact of campus unrest $ 
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